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Transmitted herewith in trrpGcate is the teply Brief with respect to the Bcaminer's Answer mailed 

on OB/14/200S This Reply Brier is being filed pursuant to 37 CFR 1.193(b) within two 

months of the date of the Bcaminer's Answer. 
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Sir: 



Receipt of the Examiner's Answer dated June 14, 2005 is acknowledged. 
Appellants reply as follows: 

As Appellants understand the Examiner's Answer, the obviousness 
rejections of claims 27-28, 32 and 66 have been withdrawn. Thus, the only 
remaining issue before the Board is the alleged anticipation of claims 19-20, 23- 
24, 45, 4S-50, 63 and 65, of which Appellants selected claim 45 as the 
representative claim. 

With regard to the Section 102 rejections, Appellants' position is that 
interpreting the claims to cover changing the frequency of the test clock to achieve 
the claimed adjusting the phase relationship is an unreasonable interpretation. 
(See, e.g., Appeal Brief Page 15, paragraph spanning pages 15 and 16). The 
Examiner now seems to acknowlecge the unreasonableness of the position by 
stating, u [C]hanging the frequency of the test clock would not be reasonable in 
this situation... " Examiner's Answer page 7, first full paragraph (emphasis 
added). The Examiner's Answer then attempts to rely on Kelkar's adjustments to 
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Appt. No. 10/655,321 

Reply Brief dated July 15, 2005 

Reply to Examiner's Answer dated June 14, 2005 

compensate for process variations; however, Appellants again point out that the 
'adjustments' in this situation are only to keep the bins of Kelkar constant in spite 
of process variations, differences in temperature and differences in supply voltage. 
(Kelkar, Col. 6, lines 28-32). When;>as illustrative claim 45 recites, "rgigatjng the 
adjusting and the comparing until the uncertainty window is ^ietgmiined/' \ 
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Sir 

Receipt of the Examiner's Answer dated June 14, 2005 is acknowledged. 
Appellants reply as follows: 

As Appellants understand the Examiner's Answer, the obviousness 
rejections of claims 27-28, 32 and 66 have been withdrawn. Thus, the only 
remaining issue before the Board is the alleged anticipation of claims 1 9-20, 23- 
24, 45, 49-50, 63 and 65, of wiich Appellants selected claim 45 as the 
representative claim. 

With regard to the Section 102 rejections, Appellants' position is that 
interpreting the claims to cover changing the frequency of the test clock to achieve 
the claimed adjusting the phase relationship is an unreasonable interpretation. 
(See, e.g., Appeal Brief Page 15, paragraph spanning pages 15 and 16). The 
Examiner now seems to acknowlecge the unreasonableness of the position by 
stating, "[Cjhanging the frequency o r the test clock would not be reasonable in 
this situation... Examiner's Answer page 7, first full paragraph (emphasis 
added). The Examiner's Answer then attempts to rely on Kelkar's adjustments to 
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compensate for process variations; however, Appellants again point out that the 
'adjustments' in this situation are orly to keep the bins of Kelkar constant in spite 
of process variations, differences in temperature and differences in supply voltage. 
(Kelkar, Col. 6, lines 28-32). Whereas illustrative claim 45 recites^seeating the 
adjusting and the comparing until the uncertainty window is detgrTTlined. ,, \ 
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Sir 

Receipt of the Examiner's Answer dated June 14, 2005 is acknowledged. 
Appellants reply as follows: 

As Appellants understand the Examiner's Answer, the obviousness 
rejections of claims 27-28, 32 and 66 have been withdrawn. Thus, the only 
remaining issue before the Board is the alleged anticipation of claims 19-20, 23- 
24, 45, 49-50, 63 and 65, of which Appellants selected daim 45 as the 
representative claim. 

With regard to the Section 102 rejections, Appellants' position is that 
interpreting the claims to cover chancing the frequency of the test clock to achieve 
the claimed adjusting the phase re ationship is an unreasonable interpretation. 
(See, e.g., Appeal Brief Page 15, paragraph spanning pages 15 and 16). The 
Examiner now seems to acknowledge the unreasonableness of the position by 
stating, "[CJhanging the frequency of the test clock would not be reasonable in 
this situation... Examiner's Answer page 7, first full paragraph (emphasis 
added). The Examiner's Answer then attempts to rely on Kelkar's adjustments to 
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compensate for process variations; however, Appellants again point out that the 
'adjustments' in this situation are only to keep the bins of Kelkar constant in spite 
of process variations, differences in temperature and differences in supply voltage. 
(Kelkar, Col. 6, lines 28-32). Whereas illustrative claim 45 retites^^reqeating the 
adjusting and the comparing until the: uncertainty window Is detgitnined." \ 
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